REMARKS 

Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 25 and 26 are pending. 

Claim 1 stand rejected under 35 USC §112, second paragraph, as being allegedly 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter that 
the Applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 25 and 26 stand rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over Reid et al. (US 2001/0015321) in view of Basol (6,921,551), 
Mayer et al. (6,946,065) and the Lowenheim. Text Electroplating for the reasons given in 
the previous office action and in view of the following comments. 

Rejection under 35 USC §112, second paragraph - claim 1 

Claim 1 stand rejected under 35 USC §112, second paragraph, as being allegedly 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter that 
the Applicant regards as the invention. 

The Office Action alleges that it is not clear how the determination of a 
concentration of the accelerator can be performed after determining the concentration of 
the accelerator. Applicants have amended this typographical error. 

The claims now meet the statutory requirements. 

Rejection under 35 USC §103(a) - claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 25 and 26 

Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 25 and 26 stand rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being 
allegedly unpatentable over Reid et al. (US 2001/0015321) in view of Basol (6,921,551), 
Mayer et al. (6,946,065) and the Lowenheim. Text Electroplating for the reasons given in 
the previous office action and in view of the following comments. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the proposed combination of Reid, Basol 
Mayer and Lowenheim does not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations of claims 1 , 
2, 4-6, 8, 25 and 26. 

The office action alleges that "there is nothing unexpected seen in a particular 
order of determining the concentration of the constituents." Applicants respectfully 
disagree. Reid discloses a range of concentration for the compositions of the 
electroplating solution. Meyer teaches that the additives interact with each other. 
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However, neither Reid nor Meyer teach or suggest the claimed method as claimed in 
Claim 1 . In particular, neither Reid nor Meyer disclose the particular order in which the 
concentration of each component is determined. What is unexpected in the particular 
order is that the concentrations of the elements allow for proper gap fill while 
substantially reducing electroplating defects. Reid is silent as to maintaining proper gap 
fill while substantially reducing electroplating defects on a semiconductor wafer. 

Applicant therefore submits that the rejection based the Reid, Basol, Mayer and 
Lowenheim reference be withdrawn. Thus, Applicant submits that claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, 25 
and 26 recite novel subject matter which distinguishes over any possible combination of 
Reid, Basol, Mayer and Lowenheim. 
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Conclusion 

For all of the above reasons, applicants submit that the amended claims are now in 
proper form, and that the amended claims all define patentable subject matter over the 
prior art. 



Extension of Time 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.136(a)(3), applicant(s) hereby request and authorize the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to (1) treat any concurrent or future reply that requires 
a petition for extension of time as incorporating a petition for extension of time for the 
appropriate length of time and (2) charge all required fees, including extension of time 
fees and fees under 37 C.F.R. 1.16 and 1.17, to Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 



Date: October 15,2007 
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